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John McLoughlin
On December 22, 2015 PO McLoughlin responded to a call that a person described as “Asian,
heavy-set male with long hair, wearing a red t-shirt and black pants” was involved in a dispute with a
firearm at a restaurant in the Bronx. He responded by going to a bakery that was on the next block
from the restaurant. There, he found a Black teenager (described in the CCRB report a “slim Black
male”) wearing a red hooded sweatshirt and black pants while standing inside the bakery. The boy’s
father sat in the car they arrived in together, parked in front. PO McLoughlin escorted the boy
outside the bakery. Once outside PO McLoughlin frisked the boy and searched his front sweatshirt
pocket and pants pockets.
The boy’s father exited his vehicle when he saw PO McLoughlin escort his son out of the bakery. At
this point either the son or the father had asked PO McLoughlin and the other officer on scene for
their names and shield numbers. Neither officer provided their name or shield number.
PO McLoughlin brought a printout of the Event from the ICAD database to show that it did not
list a race for the person being sought. As notes above, the Event listed the race as “Asian.” The boy
PO McLoughlin stopped was black, slim with short hair, but was wearing a red hoodie and dark
pants.
In his CCRB interview PO McLoughlin stated that he didn’t remember searching the boy. In the
Stop, Question and Frisk Report PO McLoughlin indicated he did not search the boy. PO
McLoughlin also stated in his interview that the boy was seen running from the scene of the
reported dispute to the bakery with a firearm. No one corroborated this statement and all witnesses
denied the statement.
In his CCRB interview, PO McLoughlin first testified that the father didn’t ask for his name or
shield number. The son and the other officer on scene testified that the father did ask PO
McLoughlin for his name and shield number. PO McLoughlin further testified that he never
provided his name or shield number, but the write that he had provided it in his memo book.
Confronted on this contradiction, PO McLoughlin testified that he provided his name and shield
even though the father didn’t ask for it.
The CCRB found that PO McLoughlin had conducted an improper stop, an improper frisk, an
improper search, and refused to provide his shield on request. It also found that he made repeated
false statements, including stating that he had observed the boy running down the street before
entering the bakery (it is undisputed that he had gone inside while his father was double-parked and
waiting for him) and false statements about the description in the NYPD paperwork.
The NYPD disciplined PO McLoughlin by forcing him to forfeit seven vacation days. He has since
been promoted to detective.

CCRB INVESTIGATIVE RECOMMENDATION
Investigator:

Team:

Ben Gilmore

Squad #9

Incident Date(s)

Location of Incident:

¨ Force
 Abuse

CCRB Case #:
201510775

 Discourt. ¨ U.S.
¨ O.L.
¨ Injury

Precinct:

18 Mo. SOL

EO SOL

47

6/22/2017

6/22/2017

Tuesday, 12/22/2015 1:50 PM
Date/Time CV Reported

CV Reported At:

How CV Reported:

Date/Time Received at CCRB

Tue, 12/22/2015 5:14 PM

CCRB

On-line website

Tue, 12/22/2015 5:14 PM

Complainant/Victim

Type

Home Address

Witness(es)

Home Address

Subject Officer(s)

Shield

TaxID

Command

1. POM John Mcloughlin

26642

§ 87(2)(b)

047 PCT

2. POM Kevin Mockel

21947

§ 87(2)(b)

047 PCT

Witness Officer(s)

Shield No

Tax No

Cmd Name

1. POM Joseph Helgerson

31441

§ 87(2)(b)

047 PCT

09585

§ 87(2)(b)

047 PCT

27670

§ 87(2)(b)

047 PCT

4. SGT Miguel Sanchez

4645

§ 87(2)(b)

047 PCT

Officer(s)

Allegation

2. POM Elvis Cole
3. POM Edwin Vega

Investigator Recommendation
§ 87(2)
(b)

A.

§ 87(2)(g)

Abuse of Authority: PO John Mcloughlin frisked §(b)87(2)
.

B.

§ 87(2)(g)

Abuse of Authority: PO John Mcloughlin searched §(b)87(2)
.

C.

§ 87(2)(g)

Discourtesy: PO John Mcloughlin spoke discourteously to
.

D.

§ 87(2)(g)

Discourtesy: PO Kevin Mockel spoke discourteously to
.

E.

§ 87(2)(g)

F . POM Kevin Mockel

Abuse of Authority: PO Kevin Mockel threatened to issue a
summons to § 87(2)(b)
.

F.

§ 87(2)(g)

G . POM Kevin Mockel

Abuse of Authority: PO Kevin Mockel refused to provide his G .
name and shield number to § 87(2)(b)
.

§ 87(2)(g)

H . POM John Mcloughlin

Abuse of Authority: PO John Mcloughlin refused to provide H .
his name and shield number to § 87(2)(b)
.

§ 87(2)(g)

I . POM John Mcloughlin

Other: There is evidence suggesting PO John McLoughlin
provided a false official statement in violation of Patrol
Guide Procedure 203-08.

A . POM John Mcloughlin

Abuse of Authority: PO John Mcloughlin stopped
.

B . POM John Mcloughlin
C . POM John Mcloughlin
D . POM John Mcloughlin

§ 87(2)(b)

E . POM Kevin Mockel

§ 87(2)(b)

CCRB - Confidential

CCRB Case # 201510775

I.

§ 87(2)(g)

Page 1

Case Summary
On December 22, 2015, § 87(2)(b)
captures a portion of the incident.

filed this complaint via the CCRB website. Video footage

On December 22, 2015, at approximately 1:50 p.m., § 87(2)(b)
and his § 87(2)(b) -old son, § 87(2)(b)
were inside § 87(2)(b)
s vehicle in the vicinity of § 87(2)(b)
in the
Bronx. § 87(2)(b)
testified that he had just taken § 87(2)(b)
to a theater to see a movie when
they stopped to pick up food from a Jamaican Bakery located at § 87(2)(b)
exited the vehicle and entered the bakery while § 87(2)(b)
remained inside the
vehicle, parked directly in front of the bakery.
While § 87(2)(b)
stood in line inside the bakery, PO John McLoughlin of the 47th Precinct
entered the bakery and escorted § 87(2)(b)
outside (Allegation A). Video footage from inside
the bakery captures this from two separate angles.
201510775_20160211_1048_DM.mp4

Just outside the bakery, and not captured on video, PO McLoughlin frisked § 87(2)(b)
(Allegation B) and allegedly searched inside § 87(2)(b)
s front sweatshirt pocket and front
pants pockets (Allegation C).
PO McLoughlin testified that he stopped § 87(2)(b)
because § 87(2)(b)
matched the
description of a perpetrator for a dispute with a firearm job at § 87(2)(b)
which was
§
87(2)(b)
transmitted over the radio a couple minutes prior (Board Review 01).
is
§ 87(2)
approximately 230 feet from § 87(2)(b)
and
between
the
(b)
two locations (Board Review 02). The radio transmission regarding the alleged dispute with a
firearm indicated that the perpetrator was a heavy-set male with long hair, wearing a red shirt and
black pants (Board Review 03). § 87(2)(b)
is a slim black male with short hair, and he was
wearing a red hooded sweatshirt and dark pants during the incident.
After PO McLoughin escorted § 87(2)(b)
out of the bakery, § 87(2)(b)
exited his vehicle,
which he left double parked directly in front of § 87(2)(b)
and asked what was
happening with respect to his son. § 87(2)(b)
alleged that PO McLoughlin responded by
saying, “Shut the fuck up,” (Allegation D). § 87(2)(b)
alleged that PO Kevin Mockel of the
47th Precinct told him that if he did not “shut the fuck up,” that he would be issued a summons for
double parking (Allegations E and F). § 87(2)(b)
alleged that he asked PO McLouglin and PO
Mockel for their names and shield numbers, but neither officer provided his name or shield
number (Allegations G and H).
Neither § 87(2)(b)
nor § 87(2)(b)
was issued a summons or arrested as a result of the
incident. PO McLoughlin prepared a Stop, Question and Frisk Report regarding § 87(2)(b)
(Board Review 04).
The CCRB found evidence suggesting that PO McLoughlin provided a false official statement
regarding this incident (Allegation I).
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•

•
•

•
•
•
•

Mediation, Civil and Criminal Histories
Both § 87(2)(b)
and § 87(2)(b)
accepted mediation during their respective
interviews at the CCRB on January 7, 2016. However, after the interview of PO John
McLoughlin at the CCRB on January 13, 2016, it was determined by Deputy Chief of
Investigations Winsome Thelwell that the case would be fully investigated.
Neither § 87(2)(b)
nor § 87(2)(b)
has any criminal convictions in New York City in
the last 10 years (Board Review 05).
Neither § 87(2)(b)
nor § 87(2)(b)
filed a Notice of Claim regarding this incident
(Board Review 06).
Civilian and Officer CCRB Histories
This is the first CCRB complaint in which § 87(2)(b)
is involved (Board Review 07).
This is the first CCRB complaint in which § 87(2)(b)
is involved (Board Review 08).
PO John McLoughlin has been a member of service for 10 years and there are no
substantiated CCRB allegations against him.
PO Kevin Mockel has been a member of service for seven years and there are two
substantiated CCRB allegations against him, one for a frisk and one for a search of a
person. The CCRB recommended a command discipline for each substantiated allegation,
and the NYPD issued PO Mockel instructions for each.

Findings and Recommendations
Explanation of Subject Officer Identification
• § 87(2)(b)
testified that the officer who escorted him out of the bakery was the officer
who frisked and searched him (Board Review 09). PO McLoughlin acknowledged being
the sole officer who escorted § 87(2)(b)
out of the bakery and he acknowledged
frisking § 87(2)(b)
(Board Review 10). Therefore, Allegations A-C were pleaded
against PO McLoughlin.
•

§ 87(2)(b)

•

§ 87(2)(b)

•

§ 87(2)(b)

testified that during the incident, the officer who spoke discourteously to
him mentioned that his father worked for § 87(2)(b)
(Board Review 11). PO
McLoughlin testified that his father worked for § 87(2)(b)
and that he told this to § 87(2)(b)
during the incident. Therefore Allegation D was pleaded against PO McLoughlin.
testified that he believed PO McLoughlin’s partner spoke discourteously to
him and threatened to issue him a summons. PO Mockel was PO McLoughlin’s partner,
and PO Mockel testified that he was the primary officer interacting with § 87(2)(b)
(Board Review 12). Therefore, Allegation E was pleaded against PO Mockel.
testified that he asked each officer on scene at
he believed there were four (each of whom was in
plainclothes), but he was not sure on the exact number—for their names and shield
numbers, but no one provided this information to him. § 87(2)(b)
testified that he only
saw two officers on scene during the course of the incident. This was partially
corroborated by an independent witness, § 87(2)(b)
who testified that there were two
or three officers in total (Board Review 13). PO McLoughlin testified that he did not

§ 87(2)(b)
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Allegation I – Other: There is evidence suggesting PO John McLoughlin provided a false
official statement in violation of Patrol Guide Procedure 203-08.
The CCRB recommends that the NYPD conduct further investigation, as there is
evidence to suggest that PO McLoughlin provided a false official statement. The evidence is as
follows.
PO McLoughlin was interviewed by the CCRB regarding this incident on January 13, 2016,
(Board Review 10) and January 26, 2016 (Board Review 26). Below are seven specific portions
of PO McLoughlin’s testimony, each of them material to the investigation, which were false, selfcontradictory, or controverted by multiple parties.
(1) On January 13, 2016, PO McLoughlin testified that the Event (Board Review 01) which
he had searched for on the ICAD database, printed, brought with him to his CCRB
interview, and referred directly to during questioning did not list a race for the
perpetrator. In fact, the first word of the substantive section of the Event is the race of the
perpetrator, Asian.
During PO McLoughlin’s interview at the CCRB on January 26, 2016, PO McLoughlin
was presented a copy of the Event, and PO McLoughlin confirmed that the Event listed a
race for the perpetrator. When asked why he previously testified that the Event did not
list a race for the perpetrator, PO McLoughlin stated that he must have not seen it, and he
apologized for missing it.
(2) PO McLoughlin testified that § 87(2)(b)
ran from in front of § 87(2)(b)
the location of the reported dispute with a firearm, to § 87(2)(b)
the
location where PO McLoughlin stopped § 87(2)(b)
This was not corroborated by
anyone interviewed by the CCRB, and § 87(2)(b)
and an § 87(2)(b)
independent witness all denied that § 87(2)(b)
was ever in front of § 87(2)(b)
(3) When asked if PO McLoughlin ever searched § 87(2)(b)
PO McLoughlin stated, “I
don’t remember that.” PO McLoughlin indicated in the Stop, Question and Frisk Report
that he did not search § 87(2)(b)
and an independent
witness, § 87(2)(b)
each testified that PO McLoughlin searched § 87(2)(b)
(4) PO McLoughlin testified that § 87(2)(b)
never provided a false, evasive or inconsistent
answer to an officer’s question, but he wrote the opposite in his memo book and in a
Stop, Question and Frisk Report.
(5) When confronted with the above inconsistency noted in point four between his testimony
and the Stop, Question and Frisk Report, PO McLoughlin testified that the box indicating
that § 87(2)(b)
provided an evasive answer in the Stop, Question and Frisk Report was
checked by mistake. When the undersigned pointed out that PO McLoughlin wrote in his
memo book that § 87(2)(b)
was evasive to his questions, PO McLoughlin testified that
this entry referred to § 87(2)(b)
asking, “What are you doing,” as PO McLoughlin
escorted him out of the bakery. Not only is such a statement not evasive, it is not a
response to a question asked by PO McLoughlin—PO McLoughlin testified that he did
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not ask a question to § 87(2)(b)
inside the bakery. Moreover, PO McLoughlin was
unable to explain why if he considered this statement to be evasive, did he testify that
§ 87(2)(b)
never provided an evasive answer, and why he testified that the
corresponding box on the Stop, Question and Frisk Report was checked by mistake.
When confronted with this inconsistency, PO McLoughlin responded, “I don’t recall. I
don’t know.”
(6) PO McLoughlin testified that § 87(2)(b)
never asked for his name or shield number.
§ 87(2)(b)
and PO Mockel both testified that § 87(2)(b)
asked PO McLoughlin for
his name and shield number.
(7) PO McLoughlin testified that he never provided his name or shield number to § 87(2)(b)
but he wrote the opposite in his memo book. When confronted with this
contradiction, PO McLoughlin then testified that he verbally provided his name and
pointed to his shield for § 87(2)(b)
although PO McLoughlin maintained that § 87(2)(b)
never requested his name or shield number.
Patrol Guide Procedure 203-08 (Board Review 24) states that an officer is prohibited from
making a flase official statement, and that an officer found to have made such a statement will be
subject to disciplinary action. According to Department of Correction v. Centeno, OATH Index
No. 2031/04 (2005) the statement must be proven to have been made, material, and intentionally
false (Board Review 25).
§ 87(2)(g)
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